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In this study, the authors use a validation framework to evaluate the usefulness of a selfassessment instrument based on the ACTFL Can-Do Statements for student placement in
an Intensive English Program. The authors evaluated (a) the design of the instrument by
investigating how well the intended item difﬁculties aligned with the actual item difﬁculties (ACTFL Proﬁciency Guidelines) and how well the scale functioned; (b) the assessment instrument itself through evaluating how reliably it distinguished between students
with different levels of self-perception, and (c) the interpretation of scores that examined
how well the results could be used as a proxy measure of student ability by comparing the
students' perceived ability levels from the self-assessment instrument to their scores on
speaking and writing placement tests. Results showed strong evidence for both the instrument's design and internal consistency; however, interpreting the scores as a measure
of the students' productive skills was problematic. The correlations between selfassessment and placement test results were weak, raising questions regarding the use of
this self-assessment in lieu of other placement measures.
© 2019 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
Intensive English Programs (IEPs) and other language programs often use past enrollment data as a basis to project course
enrollments.1 While helpful in many ways, historical data may result in discrepancies between projected enrollment and
actual enrollment. For example, historical data may indicate that only one section of a course at a given proﬁciency level is
needed. However, when students arrive on campus and take placement exams, it becomes evident that a second section is

* Corresponding author. Brigham Young University, 103 UPC, Provo, UT 84602, USA.
E-mail addresses: maria.summers@gmail.com (M.M. Summers), troyc@byu.edu (T.L. Cox), ben_mcmurry@byu.edu (B.L. McMurry), ddewey@byu.edu
(D.P. Dewey).
1
IEPs range from pathways programs in the United States and Canada to English Language Academies and Centers in New Zealand, Australia and the
United Kingdom. We use the term IEP to encompass programs for second language speakers of English, including adult literacy programs and Technical and
Further Education (TAFE) programs for learners of English as an additional language.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2018.12.012
0346-251X/© 2019 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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needed to support the additional students at that level of proﬁciency. This leaves administrators scrambling to reallocate
classroom space and resources to assign two sections for that course.
Last-minute reconﬁgurations of teaching schedules such as those described add an administrative cost in time and place
and a burden on the teachers whose assignments are changedd particularly if those teachers are new or inexperienced. Thus,
there is a concern regarding the allocation of resources using previous trendsdtrends that cannot predict how students will
score on placement exams and what the needs of an incoming cohort will be.
While some IEPs use standardized tests such as the TOEFL iBT or IELTS to inform student placement and enrollment for
future semesters, many IEPs have no language information about incoming students prior to their arrival. When it is not
possible to have students take proctored assessments before coming to the IEP, self-assessment can provide preplacement
information that will inform both students and IEP administrators of their proﬁciency levels in advance. This process can be
valuable in creating self-regulated learners as well as in planning for upcoming class conﬁgurations. Ideally, self-assessments
that mirror objective proﬁciency measurements closely enough could even replace placement exams.
In recent years, organizations such as the Council of Europe, the National Council of State Supervisors for Languages
(NCSSFL), and the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) have engaged in efforts to describe the
abilities of learners at varying levels of proﬁciency using can-do statements (ACTFL, 2013; Council of Europe, 2001, 2004).
These statements have been used to help learners gage their own progress, to assist instructors designing curricula to move
learners up from one level to the next, and to aid in the development of learner portfolios evidencing proﬁciency. NSSSFLACTFL’s-2013 and 2017 Can-Do statements reﬂect the progression of learner proﬁciency along the ACTFL proﬁciency scale
(ACTFL, 2013). IEP programs often use placement assessments based on the ACTFL proﬁciency scale, the Common European
Framework or similar scales. Therefore, a self-assessment based on the Can-Do Statements could provide a preliminary score
that IEP administrators could use to estimate student class assignments and enrollment numbers prior to arrival. For this
study, we used the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) Validation Framework (Kelly, Renn, & Norton, 2017) to evaluate the
effectiveness of such an instrument.
2. Literature review
Self-assessment has been the topic of much investigation in recent years, with the research falling into two broad categories: how self-assessment assists students in learning and how institutions can beneﬁt from student self-assessment.
2.1. Self-assessment and learning
Given the many deﬁnitions in the literature, we deﬁne self-assessment as the process that gives students the opportunity
to reﬂect on and evaluate their work, learning, and knowledge in a way that helps them identify their strengths and
weaknesses, which leads to improvement (Andrade, 1999; Andrade & Boulay, 2003; Gregory, Cameron, & Davies, 2000;
Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001; Paris & Paris, 2001; Tan, 2008). Andrade and Du (2007) noted the important distinction between
self-evaluation and self-assessment. In self-evaluation, learners make summative judgments about their learning, often
resulting in a ﬁnal grade. In contrast, in self-assessment, learners evaluate their learning and methods of learning without
assigning themselves a grade (Andrade & Du, 2007). Thus, self-assessment is “feedback for oneself from oneself” (p. 160).
Additionally, self-assessment has been associated with “authentic assessment and the development of metacognitive
skills” (Lew, Alwis, & Schmidt, 2010, p. 136). In authentic assessment, learners reﬂect on and evaluate their methods of
learning, level of work, and successes, which leads to further autonomy and control over their learning (Kraayenoord & Paris,
1997; Lew et al., 2010; Paris & Cunningham, 1996; Paris & Paris, 2001). Self-assessment has been viewed as a useful construct
that increases self-awareness and encourages successful performance.
Researchers call students’ ability to autonomously control their own learning self-regulated learning, which includes
monitoring, directing, regulating, and making decisions about what actions need to be taken in order for individual learning
to occur (Andrade & Evans, 2015; Lew et al., 2010; Paris & Cunningham, 1996; Paris & Paris, 2001). Effective self-regulation
requires effective self-assessment (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). Another construct regularly associated with selfassessment and self-regulation is metacognition (Lew et al., 2010), which is the ability of individuals to “reﬂect on [their]
own thoughts and behaviors” (Weil et al., 2013, p. 264). Self-assessment, self-regulation, and metacognition have reciprocal
relationships, and as these abilities increase, academic performance improves (Mok, Lung, Cheng, Cheung, & Ng, 2006).
Some advantages of self-assessment are that it (a) encourages the development of self-awareness while enhancing
reﬂective learning (Nunan, 1986; Segers & Dochy, 2001; Thompson, Pilgrim, & Oliver, 2005); (b) gives learners the opportunity to analyze their abilities in a language by using their whole learning experience instead of just a small sample of their
learning, as traditional exams do (Upshur, 1975); (c) takes advantage of adults' abilities to think about, understand, and act on
educational objectives and to speak at least one language natively (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985); (d) “is cost-effective and easy
to design, administer, and score” (Brown, Dewey, & Cox, 2014, p. 263); (e) can be motivating for students since it allows for
more learner control and involvement in the learning process (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; Oscarson, 1997; Ross, 1998; Ross,
2006; Strong-Krause, 2000); (f) eliminates concerns regarding cheating and test security (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985; StrongKrause, 2000); and (g) beneﬁts teachers by reducing testing burden and increasing awareness of their students’ conﬁdence
levels (Brown et al., 2014; Oscarson, 1997; Ross, 1998; Ross, 2006).
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In contrast, some researchers have painted a less positive picture, arguing that learners are generally not comfortable with
or capable of self-assessing for several reasons. First, learners are often inaccurate in their self-assessments: low-ability
learners tend to overestimate their true skill, while more adept students have a tendency to underestimate their ability (a
phenomenon sometimes referred to as the Dunning-Kruger effect; see Ehrlinger, Johnson, Banner, Dunning, & Kruger, 2008).
Second, learners lack the conﬁdence and training necessary to accurately self-assess (Cassidy, 2007; Leach, 2012). Third,
students view teachers as the authorities in assessment and prefer being assessed by trained professionals (Evans, McKenna,
& Oliver, 2005). Fourth, they are afraid of self-assessing incorrectly (Leach, 2012). Despite concerns on learners’ accuracy,
Brown et al. (2014) argued,
[R]esearchers in a variety of ﬁelds, including math, science, ﬁrst and second language reading and writing, and
medicine, have administered both self-assessments and objective measures and have found that learners are largely
able to make good judgments of their own abilities, but the accuracy of these judgments improves as learners reach
higher levels of achievement in the domain being assessed. (p. 263)
Additionally, learners are more aware of their weaknesses than they are of their strengths (Burson, Larrick, & Klayman,
2006; Falchikov & Boud, 1989), though as they gain more experience self-assessing, they become more accurate when
assessing both their strengths and weaknesses.
2.2. Self-assessment and institutions
At an institutional level, researchers have scrutinized the validity of self-assessment for making decisions regarding admissions, evaluation, grading, and certiﬁcation (Ekbatani & Pierson, 2000). Dickinson (1992) suggested that self-assessment
may be inappropriate when evaluation includes rewarding or withholding recognition of achievement because of learners'
potential loss of objectivity and lack of ability to see their achievements accurately. However, self-assessment has been used
for evaluating linguistic gains in study abroad programs largely because learners' self-perceptions of their experiences abroad
are seen as an important aspect for improving their language ability (Lapkin, Hart, & Swain, 1995). Furthermore, pre- and
post-self-assessment results have shown that students' ability to gauge their proﬁciency improved during the study abroad
period (Brown et al., 2014). In addition, self-assessment has been successfully linked with placement. LeBlanc and Painchaud’s
(1985) study showed that self-assessment is valuable in placement since learners see no purpose in falsely reporting their
abilities because they desire to be placed in the most appropriate level.
Regarding self-assessment in placement, Strong-Krause (2000) suggested that self-assessment questions should be clearly
formulated, presenting a concrete situation in which the learners can imagine themselves. Moreover, certain factors may
inﬂuence correlations between self-assessment and placement measures, such as (a) wording on the self-assessment
questionnaire, (b) students’ level of proﬁciency, (c) the language skill in question (listening, speaking, reading, writing),
and (d) cultural and language background.
The questionnaire used by Strong-Krause (2000) consisted of four sections representing listening, speaking, reading, and
writing. The purpose of the study was to determine which task(s) best predicted placement in an IEP. Three types of selfassessment tasks differing in degree of generality were included in each of the four sections of the questionnaire. The ﬁrst
type was a global task dealing with general assessment of English ability. The second type was a speciﬁc context task based on
10 descriptions of speciﬁc tasks. The third type included three actual tasks or detailed descriptions of actual tasks (StrongKrause, 2000). For the analysis, each task type was scored separately, and each student received three scores in each of
the four sections, totaling 12 scores. The results showed that the actual tasks or detailed descriptions of the tasks in speaking
and writing were the best predictors of placement scores (Strong-Krause, 2000). The examination of the R2 values showed
that the speaking self-assessment was the best predictor for placement, with a variance of 0.49 in placement test scores. The
listening and writing self-assessments each accounted for 36% of the variance in placement scores. Reading self-assessment
was the lowest, with a variance of 20% (Strong-Krause, 2000). Since the self-assessment statements were designed for a
speciﬁc IEP, the generalizability on how those statements would work in other contexts is unknown.
Focusing on reading, Brantmeier (2006) examined learners' self-assessments with computerized reading placement test
results and subsequent reading performance in class and found no signiﬁcant correlations. However, Brantmeier's selfassessment was a brief, relatively general self-assessment, leading her to conclude that it would be more beneﬁcial to
create a self-assessment instrument that was more contextualized. This conclusion is in line with Strong-Krause’s (2000)
suggestion of including detailed descriptions, which focuses on criterion-referenced items. Brantmeier and Vanderplank
later (2008) used a criterion-referenced self-assessment and found signiﬁcant relationships with a computer-based reading
comprehension test and with later in-class reading comprehension performance (multiple choice and sentence completion),
but correlations with written recall of texts were not signiﬁcant. Brantmeier's and Vanderplank's self-assessment items were
based on program objectives and partially drawn from the European Language Portfolio Self-Assessment, drawn up under the
direction of the European Council.
The National Council of State Supervisors for Languages-ACTFL (NCSSFL-ACTFL) has created Can-Do Statements (similar to
but more speciﬁc than self-assessments based on the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages, c.f. http://
europass.cedefop.europa.eu/sites/default/ﬁles/cefr-en.pdf) to help learners be aware of how they should be able to use the
language at each speciﬁc level of proﬁciency. The Can-Do Statements are self-assessment checklists categorized in the
different modes of communicationdInterpersonal, Interpretive, and Presentationaldthat are meant to help both learners in
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charting their progress in language learning and institutions in designing their curricula (ACTFL, 2013). Additionally, the
ACTFL Can-Do Statements align with the ACTFL Proﬁciency Guidelines (2012) and reﬂect the proﬁciency levels (Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, Superior, and Distinguished) and sublevels (Low, Mid, High) while describing the linguistic tasks that
are required at each level. Because the Can-Do Statements are designed to promote learner self-awareness and learning as
well as meet institutional needs, they seem particularly appropriate for this self-assessment study.
To sum up, while there is controversy among researchers regarding students' ability to self-assess accurately, the literature
shows that self-assessment may be useful both at the institutional level and the individual level. While self-assessment may
not be valid for the purpose of evaluating and grading students’ proﬁciency, it may be valuable in placement since learners
want to be placed in the most appropriate level. Self-assessment is also useful in individual learning because it encourages
learners to use their critical skills to make decisions and take control over their own learning.
2.3. Validity argument for the can-do self-assessment instrument
For an instrument to be valid for a speciﬁc context, a number of features must be investigated. The CAL Validation
Framework (Kelly et al., 2017) is a useful way to examine these features and provide evidence that an instrument can measure
what it intends to measure as it builds on the Evidence-Centered Design (ECD) work of Mislevy, Almond, and Lukas (2003a);
Mislevy, Steinberg, and Almond (2003b) and connects it with Bachman and Palmer’s (2010) Assessment Use Argument (AUA).
The strength of the CAL Framework is that it serves as a communication tool throughout the instrument creation process, and
“connects the conceptual approach of the AUA to ECD's systematic test-design thinking.” (p. 186) It consists of the following
seven stages in descending order in the following framework: (7) Plan, (6) Design, (5) Assessment Performance, (4)
Assessment Records, (3) Interpretations, (2) Decisions, and (1) Consequences. By combining the components of the design
stage (ECD) with how scores might be used and interpreted (AUA), evidence on how well a self-assessment Can-Do instrument would function for its intended purpose can be gathered and analyzed.
2.4. Research questions
For this study, we focused on the following three stages: Design (the extent to which the item and test speciﬁcations
function as intended), Assessment Records (the consistency and replicability of examinee performance), and Interpretations
(the meaningfulness of the scores).
For the Design stage, we examined whether the Can-Do Statements used in the self-assessment instrument aligned with
the intended difﬁculty of the NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do Statements. Based on Wilson's (2005) work, when there is alignment
between objective measures such as Rasch IRT with hypothesized differences in a person's possession of a trait, then there is
evidence that in the Design stage, the construct used to create the instrument is sound and will measure what it it is intended
to. Since can-do statements can be answered dichotomously (yes or no), it is important to evaluate how well the scale
functions when designing an instrument. Heilenman (1990) notes that multiple scale categories, especially at the higher end,
might be needed in order to compensate for tendencies to overestimate. Thus, we evaluated how well the scale functioned.
For the Assessments Records stage, we evaluated the proﬁciency-scaled Can-Do Statements for consistency by looking at the
reliability of items and persons using objective measurement. For the Interpretations stage, we compared the self-assessment
responses with scores from placement tests to investigate student accuracy. Essentially, in light of Strong-Krause's (2000)
study, we wanted to know if a self-assessment based on the ACTFL Can-Do Statements could be useful in forecasting
placement in an IEP where the levels are based on the ACTFL proﬁciency guidelines. The research questions regarding this
criterion-referenced instrument based on the ACTFL speaking and writing Can-Do Statements are:
1. Design Stage: (a) To what extent do actual item difﬁculties align with the intended ACTFL-based item difﬁculties of the
Can-Do Statements at the sublevel and at the major level? (b) How well did the 5-category scale used in the instrument
function?
2. Assessment Records Stage: To what extent does the instrument reliably differentiate between respondents?
3. Interpretations Stage: To what extent do the results of the self-assessment correlate with the results of the placement test
used by an IEP?
3. Method
To answer these research questions, 92 new students in an IEP completed a self-assessment in conjunction with a
placement test battery. Using Wilson's (2005) constructing measures framework, we analyzed the design of the instrument
and examined the validity of the items by comparing Item Response Theory (IRT) item difﬁculties with intended ACTFL levels.
We used Rasch analysis using Winsteps software to analyze the reliability of the self-assessment instrument. To investigate
the interpretation of the self-assessment scores, we measured students' productive skills with speaking and writing performance assessments. These assessments were rated and converted with Many-Facet Rasch Measurement (MFRM) using the
Facets software to calculate a fair average from which correlations with the self-assessment instrument could be made.
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3.1. Participants
Participants were 92 students (40 male, 52 female, ages 18e60) newly enrolled in an IEP at a large private university in the
United States of America. While some of these students may have transferred from other similar programs, all of them came
from foreign countries to the United States to learn English in a full-time ESL program. Fig. 1 shows makeup by native language and gender. Participants’ English proﬁciency varied from Novice to Advanced levels, with no minimum proﬁciency
level required.

3.2. Materials
We used two assessments in this study. The ﬁrst was comprised of self-assessment items created using the NCSSFL-ACTFL
Can-Do Statements to operationalize proﬁciency. The second assessment was the existing placement test battery created and
administered by the IEP.
Self-assessment. We created a self-assessment survey from the Can-Do Statements on interpersonal communication
(speaking) and presentational writing from the NCSSFL-ACTFL. Based on self-assessment researchers’ suggestions for making
the tasks clearer and providing the learners with concrete situations in which they can see themselves (Brown et al., 2014;
Strong-Krause, 2000), we operationalized statements for each level and sublevel into simple statements that the students
were likely to encounter in their daily interactions (see Appendix). Table 1 provides a sample of the NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do
Statements for the Advanced Low level.
We chose ﬁve common themes for the self-assessment from some of the most familiar contexts in which the students
would have to use English while living in the United States: family, food, work, education, and technology. For each of these
themes, Can-Do situational statements were formulated to allow the students to indicate how well they felt the statements
represented their language ability (see Table 2).

Fig. 1. Native language and gender frequency of test participants.

Table 1
Sample of NCSSFL-ACTFL can-do statements on interpersonal communication.
Advanced Low Statements
I
I
I
I

can
can
can
can

participate in conversations on a wide variety of topics that go beyond my everyday life.
compare and contrast life in different locations and in different times.
resolve an unexpected complication that arises in a familiar situation.
conduct or participate in interviews.

Note. Adapted from NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do Statements, p. 17.
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Table 2
Sample of self-assessment survey statementsdadvanced low.
Theme

Proﬁciency Level (Advanced Low)

Family
Food
Work
Technology
Education

I
I
I
I
I

can
can
can
can
can

compare my childhood experiences with my experiences as an adult.
interview a chef about his/her culinary skills and interests.
ask and answer questions related to my ﬁeld of interest in a job interview.
compare and contrast life with and without recent technological developments in a conversation with a peer.
explain classroom rules and policies to a classmate that was absent.

Students used a Likert scale (ranging from Strongly Agree [5] to Strongly Disagree [1]) to indicate their conﬁdence level for
each statement in each topic (see Fig. 2). As the survey was administered as part of a larger testing battery, students responded
to statements about their language ability on three out of the ﬁve themes of their choice to avoid test fatigue. Statements were
targeted at each sublevel of proﬁciency according to the ACTFL proﬁciency scale, starting at the Novice Mid level and ending at
the Superior level. The Distinguished statements were not used as the ACTFL does not currently test at that level.

Fig. 2. Speaking can-do statements for family.
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The Can-Do self-assessment was computer-adaptive based on student responses to statements that were tied to one of
four proﬁciency levels and spanned from Novice to Superior. For instance, with the ﬁrst theme, students were presented with
lower-level statements spanning from Novice Mid to Intermediate Mid. If the students could not perform a task on the lower
range of the scale by choosing Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, or Strongly Disagree, the computer automatically
skipped the higher proﬁciency level statements. If the options Somewhat Agree or Strongly Agree were chosen, the computer
continued with the higher proﬁciency level statements on the same theme, after which students were presented with lowerlevel statements on a different theme and the process would repeat. Thus, students responded to either four or nine statements for each of the three themes of their choice, resulting in responses to between 12 and 27 statements each on interpersonal communication (speaking) and presentational writing. Since the data analysis was based on objective measurement
using the Rasch model of item response theory, it was not necessary to have all students respond to all questions as the model
is robust for incomplete data (Linacre, n.d.). The time needed to respond to both the speaking and writing themes ranged from
between 7 min (17.5 s per statement) and 20 min (22.2 s per statement).
Placement test battery. The second set of materials included the computerized speaking and writing sections of the IEP
placement tests. The computerized speaking proﬁciency test included a hierarchy of level-speciﬁc prompts that mimicked
what participants might encounter based on interpersonal exchanges. The speaking portion consisted of 12 prompts, each of
which was displayed on the computer monitor while an audio ﬁle containing the prompt was played. At the end of the audio
prompt, examinees had 15e30 s of preparation time (depending on the difﬁculty level of the prompt), after which they heard
a “beep” signaling that their responses (from 30 to 90 s in length, depending on the level) were being recorded. Students'
responses on this test were ﬁrst rated according to a holistic speaking rubric based on the ACTFL Proﬁciency Guidelines (2012)
for evaluating speaking performance. This rubric's criteria cover three areas: Text Type, Content, and Accuracy. Raters were
instructed to listen for Text Type ﬁrst and then move on to the next criterion if necessary (i.e., if they could not yet determine a
rating). Trained teachers double-rated student responses, and these ratings were analyzed using Many-Facet Rasch Measurement (MFRM) to obtain fair averages. Students were assigned a proﬁciency level of zero to seven corresponding to the
ACTFL levels Novice Low through Advanced Mid.
The writing placement exam consisted of both 10-min and 30-min essay responses, which trained teachers rated in an
incomplete, connected design (each student was rated twice, and each rater was paired at least once with every other rater).
Writing raters used the same proﬁciency levels as speaking raters to assign a proﬁciency level between zero and seven
corresponding with the ACTFL descriptors.
3.3. Test administration procedure
The set of self-assessment items was piloted at the IEP with 119 incoming students one semester prior to the study. Pilot
testing indicated that some higher-level statements were easier than expected, which led to their modiﬁcation. For example,
a Novice Mid statement in the Technology theme was harder than the Novice High and Intermediate Low statements. It was
changed from “I can name all the electronic devices in my house” to “I can name all the electronic equipment that I am using.”
Another example was the Advanced High statement in the Food theme, which read, “I can support my opinion on the effect of
cafeteria food in schools.” After the pilot testing, it was changed to “I can give arguments for and against the effects of cafeteria
food in schools.” While some modiﬁcations raised, or lowered the statements to their intended level, others did not appear to
make a difference to the students.
The set of self-assessment items was administered for both the pilot and for actual studies in the computer lab at the IEP
following the set of placement exams, which were also administered in the lab.
4. Results
This study used the CAL validation framework to analyze how well a self-assessment instrument was designed (Research
Question (RQ) 1) and functioned in measuring students' perceptions of their abilities (RQ 2) and to see how closely their
perceptions aligned with their actual ability levels (RQ 3). To answer the research questions regarding the design of the
instrument, we used Brown et al., (2014) methodology to evaluate (RQ 1a) how well the intended item difﬁculties aligned
with the actual item difﬁculties in the design stage, (RQ 1b) how well the 5-category scale functions, (RQ 2) how reliably the
instrument differentiated between students with different levels of self-perception in the assessment records stage. Finally, to
answer RQ 3, we examined the degree to which students’ perceived ability levels correlated with their scores on speaking and
writing placement tests to see if the interpretations of the instrument would be valid.
4.1. RQ 1: design stage evidence-item difﬁculty (RQ 1a-Sublevel & major level) and scale choice (RQ 1b)
RQ 1a-Sublevel: Hierarchy of Item Difﬁculty Levels at the Sublevel. The ACTFL Proﬁciency Guidelines are written in such
a way that the major levels (e.g., Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, and Superior) have unique criteria that vary across function,
text type, content/context, and accuracy expectations. The sublevels (Low, Mid, and High) refer to examinee performance
with the criteria at the major level. The Low sublevel indicates that the individual can sustain all of the criteria all of the time,
but just minimally. The Mid sublevel indicates that the individual can sustain the criteria of the major level with substantial
quantity and quality. The High sublevel is unique in that it indicates that the individual can perform the criteria at the next
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higher, adjacent level most of the time but is not able to sustain it. Thus, an individual rated at Novice High would be performing the Intermediate criteria most of the time (Cox, 2017). The NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do Statements, however, contain
statements at each sublevel, thus it is valuable to investigate the extent to which these statements vary in difﬁculty as
predicted.
To analyze how well the designed instrument functioned for the speaking prompts, we looked at the alignment of the
intended item difﬁculty with the actual item difﬁculty. We envisioned that the Novice statements would be the easiest and
that the Superior statements would be the most difﬁcult, and we expected that the difﬁculty of the statements would increase
hierarchically from Novice to Superior (see Table 3). Furthermore, since the criteria represent distinctly different constructs
(Clifford, 2016) from which any number of Can-Do Statements can be written, we treated the statements as a sample of the
population of statements that could be written, and we report and discuss the 95% Conﬁdence Intervals.
Fig. 3 shows a boxplot of the logit values of the items (n ¼ 5) at each sublevel. While an ANOVA found that the sublevels
varied in difﬁculty overall [F (8,44) ¼ 12.72, p < .001] and that the items progressed in difﬁculty from Novice to Superior,
Bonferroni post hoc tests found that there was no statistically signiﬁcant difference between adjacent sublevels (see Table 4),
and in one instance, the median of the Intermediate High statement was easier than the Intermediate Mid statement. Statistical signiﬁcance is highly dependent on the N size such that when that value is high, p-values might be signiﬁcant even if
the effect is small. By contrast, sometimes a p-value might not be signiﬁcant, perhaps due to insufﬁcient sample sizes, yet a
large effect size exists (Cummings, 2013). Thus, the low statistical signiﬁcance could be due to the small N size of statements at
each level (only ﬁve) or that Bonferroni correction tends to be conservative (Cummings, 2013) even though the effect sizes
between adjacent levels included two that were large (Intermediate Low and Intermediate Mid, and Advanced High and
Superior).
To analyze how well the designed instrument functioned for the writing prompts, we similarly looked at the alignment of
the intended item difﬁculty with the actual item difﬁculty, envisioning that the difﬁculty values would progress monotonically from Novice to Superior (see Table 5).
Fig. 4 shows a boxplot of the logit values of the items (n ¼ 5) at each sublevel. As with the speaking items, an ANOVA found
that item difﬁculties by sublevel were statistically different overall [F (8,44) ¼ 18.30. p < .001], and a Bonferroni post hoc

Table 3
Mean item difﬁculty levels of speaking statements by sublevel.
ACTFL Level

N

Mean

SD

Median

95% CI

Novice Mid
Novice High
Intermediate Low
Intermediate Mid
Intermediate High
Advanced Low
Advanced Mid
Advanced High
Superior

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1.35
0.96
0.65
0.17
0.11
0.36
0.62
0.92
1.35

0.67
0.46
0.66
0.22
0.69
0.7
0.68
0.31
0.38

1.34
0.88
0.73
0.21
0.36
0.25
0.94
0.94
1.47

[-2.19, 0.52]
[-1.53, 0.39]
[-1.48, 0.17]
[-0.44, 0.10]
[-0.97, 0.76]
[-0.5, 1.23]
[-0.23, 1.47]
[ 0.54, 1.30]
[ 0.88, 1.83]

Fig. 3. Boxplot of intended speaking item difﬁculties with actual item difﬁculties by sublevel.
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Table 4
Bonferroni post hoc analysis of speaking statements by sublevel.
Comparison

Mean Difference

p-value

Cohen's d

Effect Size

Novice Mid and Novice High
Novice High and Intermediate Low
Intermediate Low and Intermediate Mid
Intermediate Mid and Intermediate High
Intermediate High and Advanced Low
Advanced Low and Advanced Mid
Advanced Mid and Advanced High
Advanced High and Superior

0.39
0.31
0.48
0.06
0.46
0.26
0.30
0.44

1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

0.68
0.54
0.98
0.12
0.67
0.37
0.57
1.27

Medium
Medium
Large
Negligible
Medium
Small
Medium
Large

Table 5
Mean item difﬁculty levels of writing statements by sublevel.
ACTFL Level

N

Mean

SD

Median

95% CI

Novice Mid
Novice High
Intermediate Low
Intermediate Mid
Intermediate High
Advanced Low
Advanced Mid
Advanced High
Superior

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1.75
0.88
0.66
0.84
0.10
0.54
0.96
1.15
1.57

0.67
0.73
0.48
0.59
0.78
0.56
0.49
0.46
0.35

1.80
0.62
0.63
0.62
0.21
0.82
0.90
1.04
1.64

[-2.58, 0.91]
[-1.78, 0.03]
[-1.26, 0.05]
[-1.57, .11]
[-1.07, 0.86]
[-0.15, 1.23]
[0.35, 1.57]
[ 0.58, 1.72]
[ 1.13, 2.01]

Fig. 4. Boxplot of intended writing item difﬁculties with actual item difﬁculties by sublevels.

analysis found that there was no statistically signiﬁcant difference between adjacent sublevels (see Table 6). An analysis of the
effect sizes found that ﬁve comparisons had a Cohen's d greater than 0.80, indicating a large effect size. Thus, the lack of
statistical signiﬁcance could be due to the small number of items at each sublevel. The only exception in the item difﬁculty
progression was that the Intermediate Mid statements were 0.184 logits easier than Intermediate Low statements, but this
difference was not signiﬁcant and the effect size was small. While this might simply be seen as an artifact of too few items at
each level, it is also possible that since the sublevels do not contain unique criteria, the Can-Do Statements were not clearly
articulated in a manner that allowed them to be operationalized easily into the different levels.
RQ1a-Major Level: Hierarchy of Item Difﬁculty Levels at the Major Level. As the ACTFL major levels contain unique
criteria in terms of function, text type, content/context, and accuracy expectations, the statements at the sublevel were
combined based on the function and text type required to complete a given task. Thus, Novice was calculated from the ﬁve
Novice Mid statements, Intermediate from the Novice High to Intermediate Mid statements (n ¼ 15), Advanced from the
Intermediate High to Advanced Mid statements (n ¼ 15), and Superior from the Advanced High to Superior statements
(n ¼ 10) (see Table 7).
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Table 6
Bonferroni post hoc analysis of speaking statements by sublevel.
Comparison

Mean Difference

p-value

Cohen's d

Effect Size

Novice Mid and Novice High
Novice High and Intermediate Low
Intermediate Low and Intermediate Mid
Intermediate Mid and Intermediate High
Intermediate High and Advanced Low
Advanced Low and Advanced Mid
Advanced Mid and Advanced High
Advanced High and Superior

0.87
0.22
0.18
0.74
0.64
0.42
0.19
0.42

0.870
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

1.24
0.36
0.34
1.07
0.95
0.80
0.40
1.03

Large
Small
Small
Large
Large
Large
Small
Large

Table 7
Mean item difﬁculty levels of statements by major level.
ACTFL Level

N

Novice
Intermediate
Advanced
Superior

5
15
15
10

Speaking

Writing

Mean

SD

95% CI

Mean

SD

95% CI

1.35
0.59
0.28
1.13

0.67
0.56
0.71
0.39

[-2.19, 0.52]
[-0.90, 0.28]
[-0.10, 0.68]
[ 0.85, 1.42]

1.74
0.79
0.46
1.36

0.67
0.57
0.73
0.44

[-2.19, 0.52]
[-0.90, 0.28]
[-0.10, 0.68]
[ 0.85, 1.42]

With the speaking and writing prompts, some of the items did not align with their intended level, and there was some
intermingling of statements among the proﬁciency levels. As might be expected from the sublevel analysis, an ANOVA with
the major levels as the grouping variable was signiﬁcant with both speaking [F (3,44) ¼ 9.53. p < .001] and writing [F
(3,44) ¼ 40.38. p < .001]. Nevertheless, when aligned at the major level, in which there is greater conﬂuence of function, text
type, and accuracy expectations, the differentiation between major level criteria is much clearer. Table 8 presents a post hoc
data analysis that found that the items ascended as expected at the major level, with both signiﬁcant differences and large
effect sizes (Fig. 5). While this could be due to the increased number of questions, it might also be attributed to the fact that
the sublevels do not require alignment of function, text type, accuracy, and content as do the major levels.
RQ 1b-Functionality of Rating Scale. We employed the Rasch model of objective measurement and used Winsteps to
analyze the results of the survey using the rating scale model for polytomous dataddata that may have more than two
possible scores, such as Likert-type items and performed a scale (category) diagnosis to determine its functionality.
For the speaking self-assessment, some modiﬁcations might be in order for future use; however, the ﬁve categories
(Strongly Disagree [1] to Strongly Agree [5]) functioned reasonably well (Table 9). The relative frequency of categories 1 and 2
had a combined total of 6%, indicating either a scarcity of individuals at the lower range or respondents’ unwillingness to
admit their own weaknesses. Since so few respondents chose the ﬁrst two categories, they could possibly be combined. To
function well, threshold estimates should increase at regularly spaced intervals, with a minimum recommendation of 1.4
logits (the equalization of the distance between the different response values) and a maximum of 5.0 logits (Eckes, 2011). This
scale meets these criteria at the upper level but does not for categories 1 (Strongly Disagree) and 2 (Disagree) (see Fig. 6). The
two most chosen categories, 4 (Agree) and 5 (Strongly Agree), account for 78% of the responses. However, since the test was
adaptive in that if examinees selected the lower categorical responses, they were not presented with Can-Do Statements at
the higher ACTFL levels, the lower response frequency was likely affected. With the ﬁt statistics being lower than 2.0,
however, we felt the scale functioned adequately for this purpose.
The writing self-assessment rating scale (see Table 10) functioned similarly to the speaking scale with one notable
exception: the logit distance between the thresholds of 3 (Neither Agree nor Disagree) and 4 (Agree) was only 1.35 logits and
thus did not meet the desired scale criteria of 1.4 logits (Eckes, 2011). As with the speaking scale, most of the responses (76%)
were in the top two categories, but the distances between thresholds were evenly spaced (see Fig. 7), and the paucity of
responses in the lower categories might have been due to either the adaptive nature of the instrument or the reluctance of the
examinees to self-assess lower.

Table 8
ACTFL Level Speaking and Writing Effect Size Comparisons.
ACTFL Level

Speaking

Comparison
Novice and Intermediate
Intermediate and Advanced
Advanced and Superior

Mean Difference
0.76
0.88
0.85

Writing
p-value
0.11
0.001
0.008

Cohen's d
1.29
1.38
1.39

Effect Size
Large
Large
Large

Mean Difference
0.76
0.88
0.85

p-value
0.11
0.001
0.008

Cohen's d
1.29
1.38
1.39

Effect Size
Large
Large
Large
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Fig. 5. Means of intended item difﬁculties with actual item difﬁculties by major level.

Table 9
Scale diagnostics (can-do)dspeaking.
Category

Absolute Frequency

Relative Frequency

Average Measure

Outﬁt

Threshold

SE

1dStrongly Disagree
2dDisagree
3dNeither
4dAgree
5dStrongly Agree

14
94
357
600
837

1%
5%
19%
32%
44%

0.15
0.29
0.76
1.79
3.25

2.41
1.24
0.97
0.98
0.92

2.16
0.88
0.79
2.25

0.28
0.11
0.07
0.06

Fig. 6. Scale Diagnostics (Can-Do)dSpeaking category probability curves.

Table 10
scale diagnostics (can-do)dwriting.
Category

Absolute Frequency

Relative Frequency

Average Measure

Outﬁt

Threshold

SE

1dStrongly Disagree
2dDisagree
3dNeither
4dAgree
5dStrongly Agree

23
129
337
631
859

1%
7%
17%
32%
43%

0.70
0.27
0.66
1.91
3.60

1.30
1.03
0.82
0.99
1.04

2.37
0.71
0.64
2.43

0.23
0.10
0.07
0.06
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Fig. 7. Scale Diagnostics (Can-Do)dWriting category probability curves.

4.2. RQ2: Assessment Records stage- instrument reliability
To examine the reliability of the self-assessment instrument, we used Winsteps to perform a Rasch IRT analysis which
shows the link between persons and items using a vertical scale. One advantage of a vertical scale is that it paints a clearer
picture of the separation reliability for items and persons. The vertical scale shows the logits in the ﬁrst column, the students'
perceived ability in the second column, and the items' difﬁculty in the third column. In Fig. 8, the person labels are presented
as the ﬁrst three digits of the students' institution ID number preceded by the number that indicates their level according to
the placement tests. The items are labeled with the question number, the level and sublevel, and the theme it represents. For
example, 6ALT is the sixth question representing the Advanced Low level and sublevel for the Technology theme. The letters T,
S, and M along the vertical axis represent two standard deviations from the mean, one standard deviation from the mean, and
the mean, respectively. Fig. 8 shows the 50% probability threshold, meaning that a person with a logit of 1 (i.e., Examinee
1126) had a 50% chance of accurately assessing his or her ability to perform the tasks 5IHF, 7AMT, 8AHF, and 8AHW. Moreover,
Fig. 8 also shows that the person ability estimates ranged from 1 to 6 on the scale. We found that the separation reliability
among the students was 0.92, with a separation strata index of 3.47 (see Table 11), indicating that students’ perceptions of
their own ability were reliably separated in three distinct levels.
The item ability estimates ranged from 3 to 2, with an item separation reliability of 0.92 and a separation strata index of
3.44 (see Table 11), indicating that the items were different from each other in three different difﬁculty levels. People selfassessed 1.71 logits (see Table 11) higher than the average of the item difﬁculty, an indication that the examinees felt their
ability was higher than the items they encountered.
For the writing section, Fig. 9 shows that the person ability estimates ranged from 2 to 7 on the scale. We found that the
separation reliability among the students was 0.95 (see Table 12), with a separation strata index of 4.15, which indicated that
students’ perceptions of their own ability were reliably separated into four distinct levels. The item ability estimates ranged
from 2 to 2, with an item separation reliability of 0.95 and a separation strata index of 3.92 (see Table 12), indicating that the
items were different from each other in three different difﬁculty levels. People self-assessed 1.56 logits (see Table 12) higher
than the average of the item difﬁculty, an indication that the examinees felt their ability was higher than the items they
encountered.
In conclusion, the reliability estimates for persons and items were close to 1, demonstrating that (1) people were
reliably different from one another, and (2) item difﬁculties were reliably different as well. The ﬁnding about the difference
in item difﬁculty was not surprising as we had already determined when answering the ﬁrst research question that there
was alignment at the major level between the hypothesized and actual difﬁculties. With measurement instruments,
though, separating people by the level of the trait they possess is tantamount-otherwise why even create an instrument if
people cannot be reliably differentiated? For both the speaking and writing, the self-perception of the respondents was
consistent.

4.3. RQ3: Interpretations Stage-Using self-assessment to measure speaking and writing
Finally, we analyzed the use of the self-assessment instrument as a proxy measure of speaking and writing. This process
included correlating the results from the self-assessment instrument with the results from the IEP's speaking and writing
placement tests. As noted in the Method section, the IEP tests had been both rated and converted to interval data measures
using MFRM, thus a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was used.
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Fig. 8. Self-assessment vertical scale for speaking.

Table 11
Person and item estimates for speaking.

LOGIT
Mean
SD
Separation
Reliability
Strata

Person

Item

1.71
1.76

.00
.98

.92
3.47

.92
3.44

The speaking self-assessment had a moderate relationship (r ¼ .44, p < .001) with the speaking test results, explaining only
19% of the variance in speaking test scores (see Fig. 10). The writing self-assessment also had a moderate relationship
(r ¼ 0.45, p < .001) with the writing test results, explaining only 20% of the variance in writing test scores (see Fig. 10).
5. Discussion
Based on the results, we have identiﬁed the following strengths in a validation argument for this instrument. First, the
design of the instrument worked well. At the major levels, the difﬁculty of Can-Do Statements used in the self-assessment
instrument tended to align with the intended difﬁculty of the NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do Statements. As the level increased in
hierarchy, so did the item difﬁculty. However, some items were not perceived at the intended level of proﬁciency. For
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Fig. 9. Self-assessment vertical scale for writing.

Table 12
Person and item estimates for writing.

LOGIT
Mean
SD
Separation
Reliability
Strata

Person

Item

1.56
1.99

.00
1.14

.95
4.15

.94
3.92

example, in Figure 8, 5IHF (statement 5 at the Intermediate level for Family) is more difﬁcult than 9STe (statement 9 at the
Superior level for Technology). Based on these results, those desiring to use self-assessments based on NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do
Statements in classroom settings might focus more on differentiating students based on the major levels rather than the
sublevels, and caution should be taken regarding interpretations of any given statement rather than the collection of
statements at the major levels. Entities such as NCSSFL, ACTFL and the Council of Europe might carefully conduct analysis such
as ours to determine individual item misﬁts and to discover ways of better differentiating between sub-levels. Second, the use
of ﬁve category Likert scale (Strongly agree to Strongly Disagree) worked well. That the thresholds for the scale were normally
spaced suggests that a normal hierarchy in person ability was present (1 was the lowest ability, followed by 2, 3, and 4, while 5
was the highest ability), even though there was a tendency for respondents to use the higher categories.
Second, the instrument was highly reliable (reliability scores were both greater than 0.92), which means it is likely that the
results of the instrument would be consistent under analogous conditions. Moreover, the response scale differentiated
persons and items from each other. It is important to note one weakness of the self-assessment: lower-level students tended
to over assess even with tasks at higher levels. These results fall in line with previous research (Kruger & Dunning, 1999). Item
difﬁculty was much lower than students’ perceived ability, which may indicate that students were not able to accurately
envision what the Can-Do Statements entail and map that vision to their own actual abilities. Whether using self-assessments
to promote self-awareness or to ﬁll programmatic purposes such as placement, it is important to inform students of the
natural tendency of lower-level learners to over-rate and to provide practice self-assessing paired with feedback to increase
accuracy.
One explanation for students' inaccurate assessments may be that they were not provided with constraints regarding the
Can-Do Statements. For example, describing a childhood experience may take different forms or require the use of different
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Fig. 10. Scatterplots of the correlation between self-assessment and speaking and writing placement tests.

functions depending on the level of proﬁciency and the nature of the experience. Also, students' cultural background
(Matsuno, 2009), region, or origin (Luoma, 2004) may have inﬂuenced their performance on the self-assessment (see also
Ross, 2006; Strong-Krause, 2000). Additionally, cultural differences may make certain themes more or less salient to learners.
Thus, life experiences play an important role in an individual's learning and ability to self-assess.
Another explanation may be that the tasks were not authentic enough, making it impossible for the students to imagine
themselves in the speciﬁc situations, thus limiting the possibility of an appropriate response. As Strong-Krause (2000), Brown
et al. (2014), and Brantmeier and Vanderplank (2008) suggested, detailed and authentic tasks provide students with a better
image of the proﬁciency required, thus increasing the possibility of more accurate self-assessment. Short tasks, while
beneﬁcial in reducing test length and fatigue, may not be explicit enough for the students to envision an accurate response;
more detailed descriptions may be needed. For our NCSSFL-ACTFL-based measure, translation into learners’ native languages
may also be needed to make them clear, particularly since self-assessment was less accurate for lower-level learners.
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While the self-assessment proved to be highly reliable and informative for the students, the data raised some concerns
regarding its validity for placement purposes. Correlations between self-assessments and placement tests were so low that it
was determined that the self-assessment was not valid as the sole measure of students’ proﬁciency levels for placement
purposes. Reﬁning the self-assessment items and educating students more on self-assessment may be necessary before using
this measure for placement decisions. However, the measure might still be used in conjunction with other assessments in
programs or classrooms desiring to include student input in their assessment processes.
Use of Can-Do Statements coupled with self-assessment using the ﬁve-point scale for low-stakes, formative and selfdevelopment purposes seems reasonable, given the encouraging ﬁndings of differentiation between full levels, the high
degree of reliability, and the fact that the scale used functioned well. Educators might use this instrument or similar measures
to help students reﬂect as they prepare for higher-stakes assessments, prepare portfolios, etc. The need to provide evidence
supporting one's self-assessment in a portfolio might also help learners more accurately self-assess.
In summary, the self-assessment instrument can reliably discriminate between examinees, and its items align with the
ACTFL Can-Do Statements. Self-assessment may be a reliable and beneﬁcial tool in helping students become self-regulated
learners, develop their critical thinking skills, and take control of their own learning. However, there is a dissonance between the perceived ability of the students and their actual ability, which indicates that the use of the instrument for highstakes purposes is not supported. At the same time, the correlations are lower than those found by Strong-Krause (2000) for
placement exams and in the studies cited in the meta-analysis of research by Ross (1998), suggesting the need to investigate
in greater detail. Use of the NCSSFL-ACTFL Can-Do Statements may contribute to that difference, making this study involving
statements widely used for pedagogical and formative assessment purposes an important step in understanding their value
for self-assessment and whether it is the act of self-assessment or the Can-Do Statements themselves or some combination
that determines how well such instruments are connected with objective measures.
Summarizing pedagogically, while the results suggest caution would be in order regarding use of self-assessment as a sole
measure for placement, it shows potential to complement other measures and help further differentiate students in placement and other testing situations. Also, it provides the learner's perspective, which can be valuable in the placement process.
Next, since students are consistent in their self-evaluations, it might be valuable for tracking gains over time or for selfretrospective surveys (see Brown et al., 2014 and Rohs & Langone, 1997 for details). Further, although self-assessment for
promotion of student self-awareness is valuable, informing students regarding their own tendencies to over- or under-assess
is important if we expect them to break these consistent tendencies and more accurately self-assess. In other words,
providing feedback regarding gaps between one's own perceptions and objective self-external evaluations is important.
8. Conclusion and further research
The present study conforms with existing research on self-assessment showing that self-assessment can be highly reliable
and can correlate moderately with other non-self-assessment proﬁciency measures. Many questions remain unanswered
regarding the use of a self-assessment in preplacement or placement decisions. Further research is required concerning ways
to reduce over-assessing of language ability in self-assessment. While not evident in this particular study, the potential for
under assessing language ability may also be an interesting research topic. Additionally, research should explore the effects of
student exposure to and practice applying ACTFL proﬁciency or similar guidelines prior to self-assessing.
Moreover, long-term research could examine how both training and practice affect self-assessment.
Appendix A. Supplementary data
Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2018.12.012.
Appendix

Self-Assessment Items
Speaking
Family
I can name the members of my family. (Novice Mid)
I can describe what my family members look like. (Novice High)
I can describe how we divide household chores. (Intermediate Low)
I can have a conversation with someone about what my family members do for employment and discover (learn) that
same information from the other person. (Intermediate Mid)
I can have a conversation about my family history (origins, why we live where we do, etc.) and share it with others.
(Intermediate High)
I can compare my family's neighborhood from my childhood with my current one. (Advanced Low)
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I can share a detailed story about a memorable childhood experience, such as a favorite vacation or holiday. (Advanced
Mid)
I can support my opinion on the effect of government-sponsored daycare programs on family life. (Advanced High)
I can debate my position on government-sponsored daycare programs in a public forum, such as a Parent-Teacher Association meeting. (Superior)
Food
I can list the foods I like or dislike. (Novice Mid)
I can ask for items at the grocery store. (Novice High)
I can talk with someone about my favorite food. (Intermediate Low)
I can explain how to make a certain dish. (Intermediate Mid)
I can ask for and provide information on a lifestyle such as vegetarianism. (Intermediate High)
I can interview a chef about his or her culinary skills and interests. (Advanced Low)
I can give detailed descriptions about culinary preferences from different areas of the world and respond to questions
about them. (Advanced Mid)
I can support my opinion on the effect of cafeteria food in schools. (Advanced High)
I can participate actively and react to others appropriately regarding the beneﬁts and drawbacks of genetically modiﬁed
foods on individuals and society. (Superior)
Work
I can list the activities I do at work. (Novice Mid)
I can describe my coworkers. (Novice High)
I can ask and answer work-related questions. (Intermediate Low)
I can talk about what my daily routine is at work. (Intermediate Mid)
I can give detailed information about my future career plans. (Intermediate High)
I can ask and answer questions related to my ﬁeld of interest in a job interview. (Advanced Low)
I can talk about work-related challenges, such as accomplishing a difﬁcult task. (Advanced Mid)
I can give a supported argument about work-related issues in a conversation with my co-workers or my boss. (Advanced
High)
I can evaluate and hypothesize about potential consequences of a change in policy in the workplace. (Superior)
Education
I can answer questions such as when, where, and what concerning my education. (Novice Mid)
I can describe my classmates in simple sentences. (Novice High)
I can ask and answer simple questions related to classes I took or am currently taking in school. (Intermediate Low)
I can give some information about how I plan to use my education in the future. (Intermediate Mid)
I can make an appointment with a professor or a teacher to take an exam I missed. (Intermediate High)
I can explain classroom rules and policies to a classmate that was absent. (Advanced Low)
I can talk about current issues in my school, such as tuition or the dress code. (Advanced Mid)
I can participate in conversations on the effects of student loans on decisions regarding one's education. (Advanced High)
I can explain the advantages and disadvantages of standardized testing at a school district meeting. (Superior)
Technology
I can name all the electronic devices in my house. (Novice Mid)
I can tell someone what my e-mail address is. (Novice High)
I can ask for help regarding simple computer issues. (Intermediate Low)
I can request repair services for a phone or a computer. (Intermediate Mid)
I can tell someone how to access a website or information online. (Intermediate High)
I can compare and contrast life with and without recent technological developments in a conversation with a peer.
(Advanced Low)
I can exchange factual information about technology use in a classroom setting. (Advanced Mid)
I can give a supported argument about the beneﬁts of technological advances in the educational system. (Advanced High)
I can discuss and support my opinions relating to the effects of social media on interpersonal relationships. (Superior)
Writing
Family
I can list my family members and their relation to me. (Novice Mid)
I can write a birthday card to a family member. (Novice High)
I can describe a family member (physical characteristics and/or personality). (Intermediate Low)
I can write a short letter to a family member. (Intermediate Mid)
I can write about how my family spent our last vacation. (Intermediate High)
I can compare two family members. (Advanced Low)
I can write stories related to my family history. (Advanced Mid)
I can write a well-researched essay about the qualities of a successful family. (Advanced High)
I can write an article for publication in a specialized journal about the impact of family life on society. (Superior)

286

M.M. Summers et al. / System 80 (2019) 269e287

Food
I can list my favorite foods. (Novice Mid)
I can describe my favorite meal. (Novice High)
I can write out a simple recipe. (Intermediate Low)
I can write out in detail the steps to make my favorite food. (Intermediate Mid)
I can write a brief summary of a cooking show I watched. (Intermediate High)
I can write about similarities and differences between the food cultures in different countries. (Advanced Low)
I can write a newspaper article reviewing a favorite local restaurant. (Advanced Mid)
I can write a position paper about the effects of fast food on a person's health. (Advanced High)
I can write a well-researched analysis about how food can emphasize ethnic, political, or religious differences between
cultures. (Superior)
Work
I can write a to-do list. (Novice Mid)
In writing, I can request an application for a job. (Novice High)
I can describe my workplace. (Intermediate Low)
I can write an invitation to a work party. (Intermediate Mid)
I can summarize what happened in a meeting for another employee. (Intermediate High)
I can write a resume. (Advanced Low)
I can write a cover letter/letter of intent as part of a job application. (Advanced Mid)
I can create a professional portfolio. (Advanced High)
I can discuss my opinion on the following topic: “Famous actors and professional sports ﬁgures can earn a very high salary.
Some people think that this is fair because salaries should be based on people's gifts or talents. Others believe that a person's
salary should be based on their contribution to society.” (Superior)
Education
I can write my school schedule. (Novice Mid)
In writing, I can request an appointment with a teacher or classmate. (Novice High)
I can write directions from home to school. (Intermediate Low)
I can write about my favorite subject in school. (Intermediate Mid)
I can write a simple summary about a topic I researched for one of my classes. (Intermediate High)
I can write a summary about a book I read at school. (Advanced Low)
I can write an essay about the effects of sleep on high school students. (Advanced Mid)
I can write a letter to my principal about something that needs to be changed at school; it could be schedules, required
classes, recess, locker space, etc. (Advanced High)
I can write a research paper and cite sources in it. (Superior)
Technology
I can ﬁll out an online form requesting personal information. (Novice Mid)
I can write about my favorite website. (Novice High)
I can post a question on a discussion board. (Intermediate Low)
I can post a response on a discussion board or blog. (Intermediate Mid)
I can create a multimedia presentation. (Intermediate High)
I can write a blog post for an online community to which I belong. (Advanced Low)
I can write a research paper on the use of technology in the classroom. (Advanced Mid)
I can express a detailed point of view on a public forum about the effects of social media on family relationships. (Advanced
High)
I can write an in-depth analysis about how modern technology has changed the way we work. What are the advantages
and disadvantages of relying on too much technology? (Superior)
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